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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is responsive to the amendment filed on 8/25/06. 
Accordingly, claims 1-36 have been previously canceled and claims 37-72 are currently 
pending in this application. Finality of the last office action has been withdrawn. 



Specification 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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4. Claims 37, 43, 51, 57, 67 and 70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kraiem et al. (US 6,370,369). 

Regarding claims 37 and 51, Kraiem teaches a node for use in a communications 
system comprising a plurality of nodes (Fig. 1 , mobile 1 and 15) wherein each node is 
capable of communicating with plural other nodes via point-to-point wireless 
transmission links between the nodes (wireless links via antennas 10 to 14 and 20 to 
28; col. 2, lines 66-67; col. 3, lines 1-5), the node comprising: a plurality of highly 
directional antennas (antennas 1 1 to 14); a single radio subsystem (elements 2 to 9, 
located within mobile 1) for providing radio output signals for transmission via the 
antennas and for receiving signals received via the antennas to provide output signals 
from the radio subsystem (col. 3, lines 1-22); and, a switch (switching unit 9) for 
switching the output of the radio subsystem to a selected one of the antennas for 
transmission of a radio signal output by the radio subsystem by said selected antenna 
(col. 3, lines 1-22) and for switching an input of the radio subsystem to a selected one of 
the antennas such that a signal received by said selected antenna is passed as an input 
to the radio subsystem (col. 3, lines 1-22); whereby the direction of transmission from 
said node to another node in the communications system and the direction of reception 
to said node from another node in the communications system is determined by 
operating the switch to switch to the appropriate antenna of said node (col. 3, lines 1-22, 
43-54). 

Regarding claims 43 and 57, Kraiem teaches said node is stationary (col. 3, lines 3-5; 
fixed terminal). 
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Regarding claim 67, Kraiem teaches each node as substantially identical (col. 3, lines 
23-25). 

Regarding claim 70, Kraiem teaches a data storage server (Fig. 1 ; memory 8) 
connected to or provided at a node (see Fig. 1 ). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

7. Claims 41 , 44, 49, 50, 55, 58, 65, 66, 71 and 72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kraiem et al. (US 6,370,369). 
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Regarding claims 41 and 55, Kraiem teaches said node having a directional link with 
at least one other node such that said node can transmit a signal to another node (Fig. 
1, directional antennas 11 to 14). 

Kraiem fails to explicitly disclose said node having a direct line-of-sight link with 
at least one other node. 

However, Examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art that a 
directional antenna can provide a direct line-of-sight link with another node. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to realize Kraiem's directional antenna 
can provide a direct line-of-sight link with another node, so as to prevent obstruction of 
the signal during transmission or reception. 

Regarding claims 44 and 58, Kraiem teaches said node arranged to be in a 
transmission mode and a reception mode (col. 3, lines 1-5). 

Kraiem fails to explicitly disclose an alternating time period for transmission mode 
and reception mode. 

However, Examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art for a 
transmitter/receiver to alternate for a period of time, when transmitting or receiving. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to realize the 
transmitter/receiver will alternate for a time period for transmission mode and reception 
mode, so as to prevent interference between signal transmission and reception. 
Regarding claims 49 and 65, Kraiem teaches the radio subsystem arranged to 
transmit signals, however fails to explicitly disclose a specified frequency at which the 
signals are transmitted. 
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Examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art for radio systems to 
transmit signals at frequencies greater than about 1 GHz. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to provide signal 
transmission at frequencies greater than about 1 GHz, so as to provide a high- 
frequency signal. 

Regarding claims 50 and 66, Kraiem teaches nodes transmitting via wireless links, but 
fails to explicitly disclose the link between two nodes arranged to simultaneously use 
two or more frequency channels. 

However, Examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art for wireless 
links to simultaneously use two or more frequency channels. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to Kraiem's system 
to include simultaneous frequency channels, so as to enable simultaneous 
transmission/reception at a node using multiple frequency channels without channel 
interference. 

Regarding claim 71, Kraiem teaches nodes transmitting via wireless links, but fails to 
explicitly disclose at least one link of a node arranged to use a first transmission 
frequency and at least one other link of said node is arranged to use a second 
transmission frequency. 

However, Examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art for wireless 
links to use separate frequency channels. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Kraiem's 
system by including a link with a first transmission frequency and another link with a 
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second transmission frequency, in order to provide communication between the nodes 
using separate frequencies. 

Regarding claim 72, Kraiem teaches some of the nodes allocated to subscribers 
(mobile terminal 1 and 15), but fails to explicitly disclose some of the nodes not 
allocated to subscribers, at least some of said non-allocated nodes being solely for 
carrying information traffic between subscriber nodes. 

However, Examiner takes official notice that it is known in the art for some nodes 
to be unallocated to subscribers, which are used for carrying information traffic between 
subscriber nodes. 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including unallocated subscribers, so as to provide intermediate 
nodes for forwarding information. 

8. Claims 38-40, 52 - 54, 68 and 69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kraiem et al. f in view of Foster, Jr. et al. (US 6,778,516). 
Regarding claims 38 and 52, Kraiem teaches said node has plural links to other nodes 
(Fig. 1 , via antennas 10 to 14 and 20 to 28). Although transmitting in time slots are well 
known in the art, Kraiem fails to explicitly disclose each of said plural links between 
respective pairs of nodes being associated with a time slot. 

However, Foster teaches each of said plural links between respective pairs of 
nodes being associated with a time slot (col. 13, lines 47-52). 
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In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including links associated with a time slots, in order allow a node to 
transmit at a specified time period. 

Regarding claims 39 and 53, Kraiem teaches links between each node, but fails to 
explicitly disclose each link for each node associated with a distinct time slot. 

However, Foster teaches each link for each node associated with a distinct time 
slot (col. 13, lines 47-52). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including links associated with a distinct time slots, in order allow a 
node to transmit at a specified time period. 

Regarding claims 40 and 54, Kraiem teaches links between each node, but fails to 
explicitly disclose the allocation of time slots to the links varied such that a link may 
selectively be associated with more than one time slot. 

However, Foster teaches the allocation of time slots to the links varied such that 
a link may selectively be associated with more than one time slot (col. 13, lines 47-60). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including varied time slots, in order allow a node to transmit at a 
various time intervals. 

Regarding claim 68, Kraiem teaches the system connected to a network (Fig. 1), but 
fails to explicitly disclose the system connected to a conventional trunk network for 
providing access to other networks. 
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However, Foster teaches a conventional trunk network for providing access to 
other networks (see Fig. 6). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including a trunk network for providing access to other networks, in 
order to communicate with other networks. 

Regarding claim 69, Kraiem teaches a further node (Fig. 1 , mobile 15) connected by a 
data connection (wireless link via antenna) to one of the nodes (mobile 1) of the system, 
but fails to explicitly disclose the further node arranged to transfer a signal to or receive 
a signal from the trunk network or both. 

However, Foster teaches the further node arranged to transfer a signal to or 
receive a signal from the trunk network or both (Fig. 6, col. 5, lines 13-30). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify . 
Kraiem's system by transferring or receiving a signal from the trunk network, so as to 
provide communication between the nodes in the networks. 

9. Claims 42, 45 - 48, 56, 59, 60 - 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kraiem et al. in view of Dasgupta (US 5,926,101). 
Regarding claims 42 and 56, Kraiem teaches said node comprising a transmitter 
arrangement (Fig. 1 , elements 2 to 9 within mobile 1 ) constructed and arranged to 
transmit a signal including said information to another node (col. 3, lines 34-42). 

Kraiem fails to explicitly disclose including said information to another node if and 
only if a signal received at said node includes information for another node. 
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However, Dasgupta teaches node including said information to another node if 
and only if a signal received at said node includes information for another node (col. 4, 
lines 60-67; col. 5, lines 1-2). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including such information for another node, so as to forward the 
information to the intended node. 

Regarding claims 45, 59 and 60, Kraiem teaches each node arranged to transmit 
information to any other node, but fails to explicitly disclose not transmitting information 
to any other node when that information is addressed to said at least one node. 

However, Dasgupta teaches each node arranged not to transmit to any other 
node information in a signal received by said one node when that information is 
addressed to said at least one node (col. 5, lines 49-53). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by not transmitting information to any other nodes, so as to prevent 
other nodes from receiving unintended information. 

Regarding claims 46 and 61, Kraiem teaches said node constructed and arranged to 
receive a signal, but fails to explicitly disclose an addresser that adds to information in a 
received signal. 

However, Dasgupta teaches said node having an addresser constructed and 
arranged to add to information in a received signal the address of a node to which a 
signal including said information is to be routed when said information is for another 
node (col. 5, lines 64-67; col. 6, lines 1-8). 
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In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including an addresser so as to forward the signal to its appropriate 
destination. 

Regarding claims 47 and 62, Kraiem teaches a node constructed and arranged to 
receive a signal, but fails to explicitly disclose an addresser including a route determiner 
constructed and arranged to determine the route of information through the system and 
to add an appropriate address to the information accordingly. 

However, Dasgupta teaches an addresser including a route determiner 
constructed and arranged to determine the route of information through the system and 
to add an appropriate address to the information accordingly (col. 4, lines 46-59; col. 5, 
lines 64-67; col. 6, lines 1-8). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including an addresser with a router determiner, in order to decide 
the optimal path for a signal to propagate and reach its destination. 
Regarding claims 48 and 64, Kraiem teaches said node having a processor (Fig. 1, 
controller 6), but fails to explicitly disclose the processor constructed and arranged to 
determine if a received signal includes information for said node and to process 
information in a signal addressed to said node. 

However, Dasgupta teaches said node having a processor (Fig. 1; MPU 32) 
constructed and arranged to determine if a received signal includes information for said 
node and to process information in a signal addressed to said node (col.6, lines 54-66). 
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In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including such processor, in order to properly process the 
information and forward to its appropriate destination. 

Regarding claim 63, Kraiem teaches a central system controller (Fig. 1, controller 1) 
constructed and arranged to receive a signal, but fails to explicitly disclose a central 
system controller constructed and arranged to determine the route of information 
through the system. 

However, Dasgupta teaches a central system controller (Fig. 2, NCN) 
constructed and arranged to determine the route of information through the system (col. 
4, lines 46-59; col. 5, lines 64-67; col. 6, lines 1-8). 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify 
Kraiem's system by including a central system controller, in order to decide the optimal 
path for a signal to propagate and reach its destination. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rhonda Murphy whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3185. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 8:00 - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-3126. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Rhonda Murphy 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2616 
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